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Art Unit: 2873 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

Claims 1-4 and 6-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being fully anticipated 
by Clark et al. (4730335). 

Re claim 1 , Clark et al. teaches for example in fig. 1 and 2, a holding device for 
the arrangement of at least one optical component in front of a laser light source of a 
laser unit, comprising a first holding part (10) to which at least one optical component 
(3) is attached, wherein the holding device further comprises a second holding part (9) 
which is attached to one part of the laser unit (2), the first holding part being attached to 
the second holding part (col. 3, In. 5-9). 

Re claim 2, Clark et al. further teaches for example in fig. 1 and 2, one of the 
holding parts (9), has a connecting section (right side or reduced outer diameter portion 
of 9, fig. 1) which is surrounded at least in sections by the receiving section (left side or 
increased inner diameter portion of 10, fig. 1) of the other of the holding parts (10, col. 7. 
In. 8-11). 



Application/Control Number: 10/501 ,191 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2873 

Re claim 3, Clark et al. further teaches for example in fig. 1 and 2, the connecting 
section an essentially cylindrical outside contour (col. 7, In. 50-52) and wherein the 
receiving section has an essentially hollow cylindrical inside contour (col. 7, In. 50-52), 
the connecting section being placed at least partially in the receiving section (10, col. 7, 
In. 8-11). 

Re claim 4, Clark et al. further teaches for example in fig. 1 and 2, there is an 
annular intermediate space between the outside contour and the inside contour (col. 7, 
In. 8-11). 

Re claim 6, Clark et al. further teaches for example in fig. 1 and 2, the 
intermediate space is filled with cement or solder (col. 7, In. 34-36). 

Re claim 7, Clark et al. further teaches for example in fig. 1 and 2, an 
intermediate layer (1) is inserted between the part the laser unit (2) to which the second 
holding part (9) is attached, and the corresponding contact surface of the second 
holding part. 

Re claim 8, Clark et al. further teaches for example in fig. 1 and 2, the laser unit 
as the light source comprises a laser diode bar or a stack of laser diode bars (col. 1 , In. 
53-55). 
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Re claim 9, Clark et al. further teaches for example in fig. 1 and 2, the part to 
which the second holding part (9) is attached is a heat sink (1, col. 4, In. 45-46). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 5 and 12-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Clark et al. (4730335). 

Re claim 5, supra claim 4. Furthermore, Clark et al. further teaches for example 
in fig. 1 and 2, an intermediate space has a radial dimension (col. 7, In. 8-11). 

But, Clark et al. fails to explicitly teach the radial dimension is 10 microns to 200 
microns. 

However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide a radial dimension of 10 microns to 200 microns, 
since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the 
prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the 
art. In re Aller, 105 USPQ 233. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Clark et al. in order to provide a 
secure fit between fittings and allow for space to apply adhesive. 

Re claims 12-15, supra claim 8. Furthennore, Clark et al. further teaches for 
example in fig. 1 and 2, a first holding part (10) joined to the at least one optical 
component (3), the second holding part is (9) is joined to one part (1) of the laser unit 
(2) and the first holding part is connected to the second holding part (col. 7, In. 8-11); 
first and second parts (10, 9), are joined by the hollow cylindrical inside contour being 
applied to the cylindrical outside contour and being cemented or soldered to it (col. 7, In. 
8-11); after application of the inside contour to the outside contour the at least one 
optical component positioned in front of the laser light source (col. 7, In. 19-26). 

But, Clark et al. fails to explicitly teach the process as disclosed and a cement or 
solder which is cured by UV irradiation. 

However, the office interprets the steps of the process to be the method of 
manufacturing and therefore, the claimed method steps are product by process 
limitations. Even though product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the 
process, determination of patentability is based on the product itself. The patentability 
of a product does not depend on its method of product. If the product in the product-by- 
process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is 
unpatentable even though the prior product was made by a different process. In re 
Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 698, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 
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Therefore, it is well established that a claimed apparatus cannot be distinguished 
over the prior art by a process limitation. Consequently, absent a showing of an 
obvious difference between the claimed product and the prior art, the subject product- 
by-process claim limitation is not afforded patentable weight (see MPEP 2113). 

Still furthermore, Clark et al. teaches for example, using any conventional 
technique to bond the fittings, Including welding or bonding with one or more adhesives 
or bonding agents (col. 7, In. 32-36). Official Notice taken. The office interprets the 
teachings of Clark et al. to include UV curable adhesives, as is well known in the art. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Clark et al. with a UV curable 
adhesive in order to align the optical components and then cure the adhesive to 
maintain the proper alignment. 

2. Claims 10 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Clark et al. (4730335) in view of Richardson et al. (6478452). 

Re claims 10 and 11, supra claim 8. Furthemiore, Clark et al. further teaches for 
example in fig. 1 and 2, at least one optical component (7) is made as a collimation lens 
(col. 6, In. 48-51) and a second optical component (7) which is made as a collimation 
lens (col. 6, In. 48-51) is held on the laser unit via lateral support elements (13, wherein 
the office interprets the portion of 13 holding lens 7 to be lateral portions). 
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But, Clark et al. fails to explicitly teach fast axis collimation and slow axis 
collimation. 

However, within the same field of endeavor, Richardson et al. teaches for 
example in fig. 2A and 2B, a lens (26) for fast axis collimation and slow axis collimation 
(col. 3. In. 14-15). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Clark et al. with the coHimating 
lens of Richardson et al. in order to control divergent light beams. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph P. Martinez whose telephone number is 571- 
272-2335. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:00 AM to 3:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ricky Mack can be reached on 571-272-2333. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding tlie status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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11-18-05 




Primary Examiner 



